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Disclaimer

Protection of Data from Discovery Admission into Evidence

23 U.S.C. 148(h)(4) states “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or
data compiled or collected for any purpose relating to this section[HSIP], shall not be subject to discovery or
admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action
for damages arising from any occurrence at a location identified or addressed in the reports, surveys,
schedules, lists, or other data.

23 U.S.C. 148(h)(4) states “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or
data compiled or collected for any purpose relating to this section[HSIP], shall not be subject to discovery or
admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action
for damages arising from any occurrence at a location identified or addressed in the reports, surveys,
schedules, lists, or other data.23 U.S.C. 409 states “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports,
surveys, schedules, lists, or data compiled or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, or planning
the safety enhancement of potential accident sites, hazardous roadway conditions, or railway-highway
crossings, pursuant to sections 130, 144, and 148 of this title or for the purpose of developing any highway
safety construction improvement project which may be implemented utilizing Federal-aid highway funds shall
not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for
other purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location mentioned or addressed in
such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data.”
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Executive Summary

In accordance with 23 USC 148 and pursuant to 23 CFR 924, the Arkansas Department of Transportation
(ARDOT) has prepared a Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Annual Report for State Fiscal Year
2021 (July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021). The format of this report is consistent with the reporting guidelines
issued by the Federal Highway Administration on February 13, 2013. Some notable accomplishments are as
follows:

* A Local Road Safety Program is in development for the Highway Commission’s approval. It will help the local
agencies to improve safety on local roads.

* A statewide pavement friction improvement study is under construction with completion expected at the end
of 2021.

* A statewide guardrail project is in development to upgrade substandard guardrails to meet the MASH
standards on NHS routes.

* New rounds of cable median barrier installation have been approved to continue to reduce and eliminate KA
crashes on Interstates and other high speed highways.

» While not directly related to the HSIP program, ARDOT has now made retroreflective signal backplates a
standard item on all ARDOT projects involving signal work.

* A systemic, low-cost unsignalized intersection project is under development.
* A systemic low-cost, Y-type intersection (selected realignment locations) project is under development.

» The pavement preservation program was used to accomplish shoulder widening and rumble strip installation
along various routes where crash history showed such improvements would be effective.

* A new HSIP Process has been developed and is under administration review.
* FHWA Safety Data and Analysis Technical Assistance Program (SDATAP) technical assistance concluded
this FY. The assistance provided planning documents for a Roadway Safety Management System (RSMS)

software tool. These will be used to hire a consultant to develop the software.

* Online data query tools and dashboards have been maintained for public use.
https://ardot.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=7976060331fb4930933bf560f8a9c91b

* A SHSP tracking tool is being developed for use in tracking emphasis area action plans and projects.

* ARDOT has had an initial meeting regarding a Roadway Data Improvement Plan and is planning on moving
forward with this FHWA technical assistance program. This will assess ARDOT's roadway data and make
recommendations for improvements.

* A statewide centerline rumble stripe project is under development.

* A statewide shoulder rumble stripes and strip study is under development.
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* SHSP is being updated for 2022.

* ARDOT is taking efforts to develop a horizontal curve and intersection program.
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o Environmental factors
e Crash pattern analysis
e Collision diagram for intersection analysis

Identify Potential Countermeasures

Once the crash data has been reviewed and assessed, some of the results will be forwarded to other safety
partners who are involved in the SHSP for consideration of behavioral countermeasures. Others are
considered for infrastructural improvements. Some of the countermeasures may include low-cost safety
improvements such as signing, striping or rumble strips. In other cases, major improvements in a corridor or at
a hotspot may be recommended for roadway realignment, or widening based on the specific needs.

Countermeasures are recommended specifically for a location based on a corridor or intersection safety study.
This type of study analyzes crash statistics, types, severities, etc. and identifies appropriate safety treatments
for the study area. Additionally, systemic studies are conducted which are based on specific types of crashes
and/or facilities. In contrast to the spot studies which manage risk at certain locations, systemic studies take a
broader view and evaluate safety condition across the entire system of highways. Examples of risk factors in a
systemic study could be the skew angle of intersections, and median types. A systemic study can also target a
specific type of crash across the roadway system; for example, system-wide improvements such as
installation of rumble strips, median cable barriers, curve delineators, etc., may be recommended to address
roadway departure crashes.

Assess Site Conditions

After potential countermeasures have been identified, the Maintenance Division is contacted if necessary to
conduct an on-site review of the identified treatments resulting from the crash analysis. After their
recommendations are received, a more thorough site visit is performed by a multidisciplinary team. The team
consists of participants from Design, Planning, Maintenance, Research, Highway Police, and Construction.
Environmental and Right-Of-Way are also invited if their input is necessary in the project development.

The on-site assessment is typically conducted during the time of day that can reflect the safety problem.
Information such as the roadway geometry, lane/shoulder width, access, sight distance, operations, traffic, the
existing traffic control devices, etc., is collected. The purpose of the on-site review is to:

e Confirm any previous analysis and proposed countermeasures based on preliminary review;
o |dentify additional conditions which may have contributed to the crash; and
o |dentify any other countermeasures that would address the existing safety risks.

Assess Countermeasure Effectiveness (Economic Appraisal)

Once a set of countermeasures or potential solutions are identified, the list must be prioritized based on the
results of an economic appraisal (benefit-cost analysis) and paired to meet existing resources. To accomplish
the prioritization of improvements, effectiveness of the countermeasures should be evaluated.

Cost of the proposed countermeasures are estimated using the available Department's cost-per-mile sheet,
and unit-price sheets, which are developed based on the past projects and contracts. Roadway Design division
is contacted to provide a more accurate cost estimate for each countermeasure. Through coordination with
Roadway Design, the costs of the recommended treatments are finalized and used in the economic appraisal
process.
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This process includes the estimation of a monetary value for the potential benefits of implementing the
countermeasures. The benefits of each countermeasure is estimated by using the CMFs reported in various
sources including but not limited to the CMF-Clearinghouse website, HSM, research studies, and in-house past
projects evaluations. The change in the expected crash number associated with each countermeasure is then
converted into monetary values according to the comprehensive crash costs for each severity level reported in
the HSM. These costs are further adjusted based on socio-economic factors such as the consumer price index
(CPI) and Employee Cost Index (ECI) to count for the inflation and changes in economic fluctuations. The
“KABCO” injury scale developed by the National Safety Council (NSC) has been frequently used by law
enforcement for classifying injuries. The crash costs based on the KABCO scale can also be found from NSC
or FHWA. ARDOT is also working with the Arkansas Department of Health on a project to further validate our
injury severities with hospital ICD codes.

Where is HSIP staff located within the State DOT?
Planning

HSIP staff are located in the Transportation Planning and Policy Division that also deals with Multimodal,
Project Planning, GIS/Mapping, and Public Transportation.

How are HSIP funds allocated in a State?

e Central Office via Statewide Competitive Application Process
e SHSP Emphasis Area Data

According to the emphasis areas in the state SHSP, spot and systemic safety improvement projects are
identified through network screening in the central office. These projects are ranked and programmed based
on the availability of funds. Systemic projects are usually prioritized over spot projects.

An analysis may also be initiated based on the requests received from the public or local agencies.

ARDOT is in the process of developing a local road safety program which will require local agencies to
compete for HSIP funds based on the type of projects submitted to the central office. These projects will be
screened and ranked for prioritization.

Describe how local and tribal roads are addressed as part of HSIP.

ARDOT addresses safety concerns on local roads and provides technical assistance and training programs on
safety issues to local governments through its efforts by System Information and Research Division staff and
the Technology Transfer Program. The ARDOT continues to coordinate with the Arkansas State Police through
the Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (TRCC) and has implemented eCrash and the Advance program
that allows law enforcement agencies and other State and local agencies to have better access to crash data
on all public roads, and run analytics and produce reports on numerous aspects of the crash data.

ARDOT has completed the All Public Roads Linear Referencing System (ARNOLD) to meet the federal
requirement. ARNOLD will allow for crash locations to be recorded on all public roads within the state of
Arkansas vs only located on the federal aid system that was previously being done. All public roads are now
reflected on the LRS. Queries can be performed on all public roads so that analysis can be done on any road
in the LRS.
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ARDOT currently utilizes ARNOLD to generate a point every 100 ft. along the road centerlines and dual
carriageways and will carry the roadway attributes as well as the log mile and lat/long for the point location.
These points are used within eCrash so that law enforcement can more easily identify a crash location and
have the road attribute data needed for the crash report. ARDOT will be enhancing this system by providing
Roadway Inventory Data for each of these points in the future.

ARDOT is still in the process of developing a local road safety program policy that will allow the department to
annually allocate a portion of HSIP funds for safety projects on local roads. The amount of allocated HSIP
funds will be presented in the annual project solicitation. Half of the funds will be awarded to
systemic/systematic projects while the other half will be awarded to hot spot projects. Local public agencies
(LPAs) may apply to the LRSP for systemic or hot spot safety projects on the roads and streets within their
jurisdiction. Additionally, universities may apply for projects on institutional routes maintained by the
Department. If an LPA is awarded LRSP funds, they are required to provide a match at 10 percent of the
project’s construction cost. The Department and its partners will provide training opportunities for LPAs to
assist them in developing good safety projects. Currently, the Center for Training Transportation Professionals
(CTTP) classes will assist LPAs in project development: Safety Countermeasures for Local Roadways and
Guide for Traffic Signs, Marking, and Signals. Currently, ARDOT is developing the program administration
structure to submit to ARDOT Administration for review and approval.

Identify which internal partners (e.g., State departments of transportation (DOTs)
Bureaus, Divisions) are involved with HSIP planning.

Design

Districts/Regions
Maintenance

Operations

Planning

Traffic Engineering/Safety

The core HSIP planning takes place by staff in planning; however, extensive coordination with the other groups
identified occurs during the study process

Describe coordination with internal partners.

Coordination with internal partners, occurs on different levels. ARDOT design, planning, maintenance, and
operations Divisions, are all on the SHSP Steering committee. Coordination has also taken place when
addressing other safety improvement programs such as work zone safety, roadway departure safety, and in
the identification of infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects. Traffic Safety and Maintenance work together
to address the spot treatments due to fatal and serious injury crashes.

ARDOT is not required to have a High Risk Rural Road Program but chooses to do so anyway. This process is
done in coordination with the Traffic Safety Section, Maintenance Division and with the 10 ARDOT Districts.
Traffic Safety finds possible trouble areas through use of data analysis. The areas are then turned over to the
Maintenance Division for a field review to determine if any low cost safety measures could be implemented.
Based on the Maintenance Division's recommended improvements the Districts are then involved in
implementation of the low cost safety measures.

Traffic Safety performs the preliminary scope of safety improvements on corridor jobs according to the HSM
guidelines to help with the design process. This scope also incorporates comments from site visits that
includes representatives from the other Divisions such as the Roadway Design Division, the Maintenance
Division, the System Information and Research Division and the Environmental Division, and the Districts.
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e Other-All  types of data e Other-MIRE roadway data
e All crashes exposure considered for elements are the priority for
improvements improvements

What project identification methodology was used for this program?

« Other-Provided funding for local agencies to purchase computer equipment to implement
eCrash.

Are local roads (non-state owned and operated) included or addressed in this
program?
Yes

Are local road projects identified using the same methodology as state roads?
Yes

How are projects under this program advanced for implementation?

o Other-The ARDOT continues to coordinate with the Arkansas State Police through the TRCC
to implement eCrash and the Advance program that will allow law enforcement agencies and
other State and local agencies to have timely access to the crash data.

o Other-The MIRE is connected with the eCrash which will improve the data quality for analysis

Select the processes used to prioritize projects for implementation. For the methods
selected, indicate the relative importance of each process in project prioritization.
Enter either the weights or numerical rankings. If weights are entered, the sum must
equal 100. If ranks are entered, indicate ties by giving both processes the same rank
and skip the next highest rank (as an example: 1, 2, 2, 4).

Rank of Priority Consideration
Other-Various state agencies are prioritizing and funding needed improvements through the TRCC :1

Program: Other-Guardrail

Date of Program Methodology:1/1/2020
What is the justification for this program?
e Addresses SHSP priority or emphasis area

What is the funding approach for this program?
Competes with all projects

What data types were used in the program methodology?

Crashes Exposure Roadway
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Project Implementation

Funds Programmed

Reporting period for HSIP funding.

State Fiscal Year

The State Fiscal Years begins July 1 and ends June 30

Enter the programmed and obligated funding for each applicable funding category.

%
FUNDING CATEGORY PROGRAMMED OBLIGATED OBLIGATED/PROGRAMMED
HSIP (23 U.S.C. 148) $32,160,000 $51,184,909 159.16%
HRRR Special Rule (23 | $0 $0 0%
U.S.C. 148(g)(1))
Penalty Funds (23 U.S.C. | $0 $1,106,932 0%
154)
Penalty Funds (23 U.S.C. | $0 $0 0%
164)
RHCP (for HSIP | $0 $0 0%
purposes) (23 U.S.C.
130(e)(2))
Other Federal-aid Funds | $0 $10,164,000 0%
(i.e. STBG, NHPP)
State and Local Funds $3,240,000 $6,862,132 211.79%
Totals $35,400,000 $69,317,973 195.81%

How much funding is programmed to local (non-state owned and operated) or tribal

safety projects?
0%

How much funding is obligated to local or tribal safety projects?

0%

A Local Road Safety Program is currently under review to make HSIP funds available to local public agencies

for local safety projects.

How much funding is programmed to non-infrastructure safety projects?

$0

How much funding is obligated to non-infrastructure safety projects?

$3,851,460
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How much funding was transferred in to the HSIP from other core program areas
during the reporting period under 23 U.S.C. 1267

$0

How much funding was transferred out of the HSIP to other core program areas during
the reporting period under 23 U.S.C. 1267

$31,798,442

Discuss impediments to obligating HSIP funds and plans to overcome this challenge in
the future.

Some of the impediments to obligating HSIP funds at ARDOT include:

e Lack of resources and employees needed to accomplish the safety tasks and studies.

o Due to short staffing it takes longer to get studies and jobs completed, which also takes time away from
other tasks.

e Issues with the crash data being reported and collected.

o Working from home for a full year during the pandemic was another challenge that ARDOT faced.

We have been working with a consultant to collect safety roadway data elements to help with systemic and
systematic countermeasure deployment. Due to quality and timeliness issues with the crash data we have
implemented an in house system to produce the crash database. The HSIP process is currently under review
by the administration that should address the issues indicated above. Other plans to overcome the above
challenges are listed below.

o Developing policies to systemically and systematically deploy the use of HSIP funds for the
implementation of horizontal curves, intersections, signing/striping, rumble strips, etc.;

e Better streamlining of the HSIP project development process (into the normal project development

process) for all safety projects;

Implementing numerous low cost countermeasures.

Develop/Obtain Safety Management System tool through FHWA technical assistance.

Streamlining the process of "Change Order" approval.

In the process of hiring on-call consultants to help get future studies implemented more efficiently.

Describe any other aspects of the State’s progress in implementing HSIP projects on
which the State would like to elaborate.

e Local road safety program implementation is being developed for the Highway Commission’s approval.
It will help the local agencies to improve safety on local roads.

e Around of statewide friction improvement projects (UTBWC) under construction is nearly complete.

¢ Wrong-way crash low-cost countermeasures have been completed statewide. More advanced
countermeasures are currently being researched

o Statewide guardrail project is under Administration review to upgrade guardrail to meet the MASH
standards on NHS routes.

e The installation of cable median barriers is continued to reduce or eliminate KA crashes on interstates
and other high speed routes.

e Funding provided to ASP HSO to allow local agencies to update/purchase equipment to implement
eCrash, the electronic crash reporting system used by ASP.

o Statewide low-cost Y intersection improvement program is close to implementation.

e A statewide rumble strip database is in the final stages of development for use in future statewide
rumble strip projects.
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e A statewide centerline rumble stripes project was implemented and the first round of projects will go
under construction early next year.
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General Listing of Projects

List the projects obligated using HSIP funds for the reporting period.

HSIP

TOTAL

LAND

METHOD

SHSP

e T oy | suBcATEGORY | outputs | 20TPUT | prosECT | PROJECT | EUTRRNS | useiarea | EVNCTIONAL | AADT | SPEED | OWNERSHIP | FOR  SITE | EMPHASIS | Sroh__
COST($) COST($) TYPE SELECTION | AREA
Hwy. 70 - | Roadway Pavement surface | 2.90 Miles $1656000 $2177500 HSIP (23 | Rural Maijor Collector 4,200 55 State Spot Roadway Prevent
Oakgrove — high friction U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
Rd. (Safety surface Agency departure
Impvts.) (S) crashes
Hwy. 230 - | Shoulder Widen shoulder — | 6.130 Miles $1811828 $2013143 HSIP (23 | Rural Minor Arterial 5,900 55 State Systemic Roadway Prevent
Hwy. 167 | treatments paved or other U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
(Safety (includes add Agency departure
Impvts.) (S) shoulder) crashes
Hwy. 64 - | Shoulder Widen shoulder — | 22.55 Miles $9171000 $10245000 HSIP (23 | Rural Multiple/Varies 2,000 55 State Systemic Roadway Prevent
Hwy. 5 | treatments paved or other U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
(Safety (includes add Agency departure
Impvts.) shoulder) crashes
(Sel. Secs.)
(S)
Plumerville - | Miscellaneous Work zone | 5.9 Miles $65547 $72830 HSIP (23 | Rural Principal Arterial- | 39,000 70 State Spot Work Zones | Work  zones
East (S) enforcement U.S.C. 148) Interstate Highway queue
Agency protection
[-55 - Hwy . | Roadway Pavement surface | 12.98 Miles $46517 $51686 HSIP (23 | Rural Principal Arterial- | 12,000 70 State Spot Lane Prevent
149 (S) — high friction U.S.C. 148) Interstate Highway Departure roadway
surface Agency departure
crashes
Izard Co. | Shoulder Widen shoulder — | 18 Miles $9051709 $10057454 HSIP (23 | Rural Minor Arterial 7,200 55 State Systemic Lane Prevent
Line - Hwy. | treatments paved or other U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
62 (Safety (includes add Agency departure
Impvts.) shoulder) crashes
(Sel. Secs.)
(S)
District 9 | Roadway Raised pavement | 81000 RPMs $346872 $385414 HSIP (23 | Multiple/Varies | Multiple/Varies 0 State Spot Roadway Prevent
APHN delineation markers U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
Raised Agency departure
Pavement
Markers
(2020) (S)
District 5 & 8 | Roadway Raised pavement | 155219 RPMs $556640 $618489 HSIP (23 | Multiple/Varies | Multiple/Varies 0 State Spot Roadway Prevent
APHN delineation markers U.S.C. 148) Highway Departure roadway
Raised Agency departure
Pavement
Markers
(2020) (S)
Pavement Miscellaneous Data collection Data $425520 $472800 HSIP (23 | Multiple/Varies | Multiple/Varies 0 State Data Data Collect data
Condition U.S.C. 148) Highway Collection
Data & Agency
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HSIP TOTAL LAND METHOD SHSP
T oy || SUBCATEGORY | outputs | 200PUT | proJECT | PROJECT | ERNDRNS | usEiarea | FINCTIORAL | AADT | SPEED | OWNERSHIP | FOR SITE | EMPHASIS | Snon
COST($) COST($) TYPE SELECTION | AREA
Alma - Hwy. | Miscellaneous Work zone | 29.51 Miles $66122.10 $73469 HSIP (23 | Rural Principal Arterial- | 34,000 70 State Spot Work Zones | Work Zones
164 (S) enforcement U.S.C. 148) Interstate Highway Queue
Agency Protection
Hwy. 70 - | Miscellaneous Work zone | 5.402 Miles $540000 $600000 HSIP (23 | Urban Principal Arterial- | 81,000 70 State Spot Work Zones | Work Zones
Sevier St enforcement U.S.C. 148) Interstate Highway Queue
(Widening) Agency Protection
(F)
E. Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $1368.34 $1368.34 HSIP (23 | Rural Local Road or |0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
Clarkedale crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad
Rd. RR installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Signals Agency crashes
Upgrade
(Clarkedale)
Lake Francis | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $14663.71 $14663.71 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or |0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
Dr. RR | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad
Signal installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Upgrade Agency crashes
(Siloam
Springs)
N. H St. RR | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $74467 $74467 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or |0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
Signals crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad
(Forth Smith) installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Agency crashes
Old Post Rd. | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $200000 $200000 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or |0 County Systemic Railroad Prevent
RR Signals | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Highway Crossing railroad
(NE of installation/upgrade Agency crossing
Texarkana) crashes
(S)
W. 10th St. | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $75000 $75000 HSIP (23 | Urban Minor Arterial 0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
RR Signals | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Municipal Crossing railroad
(Stuttgart) installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Agency crashes
Old Post Rd. | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $65000 $65000 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or |0 County Systemic Railroad Prevent
RR Signals | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Highway Crossing railroad
(NE of installation/upgrade Agency crossing
Texarkana) crashes
(S)
N. 3rd St. RR | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $60778.98 $60778.98 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or |0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
Signals (Van | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad
Buren) (S) installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Agency crashes
E. Ash St. | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $40000 $40000 HSIP (23 | Urban Local Road or|0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent
RR Signals | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad
Upgrade & installation/upgrade Highway crossing
Surf. Agency crashes
(Brinkley) (S)
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HSIP TOTAL LAND METHOD SHSP
T oy || SUBCATEGORY | outputs | 200PUT | proJECT | PROJECT | ERNDRNS | usEiarea | FINCTIORAL | AADT | SPEED | OWNERSHIP | FOR SITE | EMPHASIS | Snon
COST($) COsT($) TYPE SELECTION | AREA

CR 124 RR | Railroad grade | Railroad grade | 1 Intersections | $137251.35 | $137251.35 | HSIP (23 | Rural Local Road or |0 County Systemic Railroad Prevent

Signals crossings crossings - other U.S.C. 148) Street Highway Crossing railroad

(Waldo) (S) Agency crossing
crashes

W. South St. | Railroad grade | Active grade | 1 Intersections | $260000 $260000 HSIP (23 | Rural Local Road or |0 City or | Systemic Railroad Prevent

RR Signals & | crossings crossing equipment U.S.C. 148) Street Municipal Crossing railroad

Surf. installation/upgrade Highway crossing

(Gurdon) (S) Agency crashes

Mitzi Pkwy. - | Intersection Add/modify 3.907 Miles $11286000 $12540000 HSIP (23 | Rural Minor Arterial 6,300 45 State Spot Intersections | Mitigate

Hwy. 290 | geometry auxiliary lanes U.S.C. 148) Highway consequences

(Safety Agency of intersection

Impvts.) crashes

(Sel. Secs.)

(S)

Mitzi Pkwy. - | Intersection Add/modify 3.907 Miles $1633705.15 | $1505227.94 | HSIP (23 | Rural Minor Arterial 6,300 45 State Spot Intersections | Mitigate

Hwy. 290 | geometry auxiliary lanes U.S.C. 148) Highway consequences

(Safety Agency of intersection

Impvts.) crashes

(Sel. Secs.)

(S)
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Safety Performance

General Highway Safety Trends

Present data showing the general highway safety trends in the State for the past five

years.
PERFORMANCE
MEASURES 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Fatalities 560 498 470 550 561 525 516 511 638
Serious Injuries 3,226 3,066 3,154 2,888 3,032 2,816 2,272 2,389 2,721
Fatality rate (per | 1.671 1.487 1.381 1.576 1.569 1.443 1.407 1.377 1.866
HMVMT)
Serious injury rate (per | 9.624 9.154 9.270 8.276 8.480 7.739 6.195 6.440 8.044
HMVMT)
Number non-motorized | 54 52 44 47 52 45 62 60 88
fatalities
Number of non- | 93 97 97 65 102 144 143 153 178
motorized serious
injuries
Number of non- | 147 149 141 112 154 189 205 213 236
motorized fatalities and
serious inj
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Annual Fatalities
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Number of Serious

Fatality Rate

Serious Injury Rate

Functional Number of Fatalities .

Classification (5-yr avg) Injuries (per HMVMT) (per HMVMT)
(5-yr avg) (5-yr avg) (5-yr avg)

Urban Principal | 65 318.4 1.79 8.84

Arterial (UPA) - Other

Urban Minor Arterial 60.6 362.4 1.38 8.2

Urban Minor Collector | 1.8 7 2.64 11.29

Urban Major Collector | 31 180.2 1.83 10.52

Urban Local Road or | 24.2 192.2 1.66 12.65

Street
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tool, called the Arkansas Crash Analytics Tool, was developed through ArcGIS Online and is available to the
public.

* A project with the Arkansas Department of Health is underway to link the crash data with hospital injury data
to enhance EMS and Crash Data.

* An effort to mitigate CMV crashes in work zones is being coordinated with other safety stakeholders.

Also, for more information regarding target setting, please refer to the attached Target Setting document.

Does the State want to report additional optional targets?
No

Arkansas does not have any additional targets other than the targets for the five HSIP performance measures.

Describe progress toward meeting the State’s 2020 Safety Performance Targets (based
on data available at the time of reporting). For each target, include a discussion of any
reasons for differences in the actual outcomes and targets.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES TARGETS ACTUALS
Number of Fatalities 541.2 550.2
Number of Serious Injuries 3201.4 2646.0
Fatality Rate 1.595 1.532
Serious Injury Rate 9.441 7.380
Non-Motorized Fatalities and | 300.3 205.4
Serious Injuries

Based on the latest 2020 fatality and S| data. During the pandemic in 2020 we had an increase in fatalities due

to less traffic and higher speeds.

Applicability of Special Rules

Does the HRRR special rule apply to the State for this reporting period?

No

Provide the number of older driver and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries 65
years of age and older for the past seven years.

PERFORMANCE

MEASURES 2013

2014

2015

2016

2017 2018 2019

Number of Older Driver | 65
and Pedestrian Fatalities

63

72

83

80 74 86

Number of Older Driver | 270
and Pedestrian Serious

Injuries

244

233

257

263 212 221

FARS data is not finalized currently for 2020.
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Trends for each SHSP emphasis area over the most recent years:

e Roadway Departure — Both the fatalities and suspected serious injury crashes have increased for
roadway departure crashes in the most recent year. However, 2020 crash data they both were

decreasing.
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Project Effectiveness

Provide the following information for previously implemented projects that the State evaluated this reporting period.
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ROAD TYPE

*MIRE NAME (MIRE
NO.)

NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - SEGMENT

NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - INTERSECTION

NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - RAMPS

LOCAL PAVED ROADS

UNPAVED ROADS

STATE NON-STATE

NON-STATE

Median Type (54)
(53]

100 100

Access Control (22)
(23]

100 100

One/Two Way
Operations (91) [93]

100 100

Number of Through
Lanes (31) [32]

100 100

Average Annual
Daily Traffic (79) [81]

100 100

AADT Year (80) [82]

100 100

Type of
Governmental
Ownership (4) [4]

100 100

INTERSECTION

Unique Junction
Identifier (120) [110]

Location  Identifier
for Road 1 Crossing
Point (122) [112]

Location  Identifier
for Road 2 Crossing
Point (123) [113]

Intersection/Junction
Geometry (126)
[116]

Intersection/Junction
Traffic Control (131)
[131]

AADT  for
Intersecting
(79) [81]

Each
Road

AADT Year (80) [82]

Unique  Approach
Identifier (139) [129]

INTERCHANGE/RAMP

Unique Interchange
Identifier (178) [168]

Location Identifier
for Roadway at

STATE

NON-STATE

NON-STATE
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Optional Attachments

Program Structure:

AHTD HSIP-Process-2011-07.pdf
Project Implementation:

Safety Performance:

Signed_2022 Safety Performance Targets Document.pdf
Evaluation:

Compliance Assessment:
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Glossary

5 year rolling average: means the average of five individuals, consecutive annual points of data
(e.g. annual fatality rate).

Emphasis area: means a highway safety priority in a State’s SHSP, identified through a data-driven,
collaborative process.

Highway safety improvement project: means strategies, activities and projects on a public road
that are consistent with a State strategic highway safety plan and corrects or improves a hazardous
road location or feature or addresses a highway safety problem.

HMVMT: means hundred million vehicle miles traveled.

Non-infrastructure projects: are projects that do not result in construction. Examples of non-
infrastructure projects include road safety audits, transportation safety planning activities,
improvements in the collection and analysis of data, education and outreach, and enforcement
activities.

Older driver special rule: applies if traffic fatalities and serious injuries per capita for drivers and
pedestrians over the age of 65 in a State increases during the most recent 2-year period for which
data are available, as defined in the Older Driver and Pedestrian Special Rule Interim Guidance
dated February 13, 2013.

Performance measure: means indicators that enable decision-makers and other stakeholders to
monitor changes in system condition and performance against established visions, goals, and
objectives.

Programmed funds: mean those funds that have been programmed in the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) to be expended on highway safety improvement projects.

Roadway Functional Classification: means the process by which streets and highways are
grouped into classes, or systems, according to the character of service they are intended to provide.

Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP): means a comprehensive, multi-disciplinary plan, based on
safety data developed by a State Department of Transportation in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 148.

Systematic: refers to an approach where an agency deploys countermeasures at all locations across
a system.

Systemic safety improvement: means an improvement that is widely implemented based on high
risk roadway features that are correlated with specific severe crash types.

Transfer: means, in accordance with provisions of 23 U.S.C. 126, a State may transfer from an

apportionment under section 104(b) not to exceed 50 percent of the amount apportioned for the fiscal
year to any other apportionment of the State under that section.
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